Scholars, on the other hand, know little about the political dynamics behind support or opposition. We use a new survey of 4,200 American adults and a new module on the General Social Survey to investigate how the public understands and evaluates forensic databanks. We examine respondents' self-declared awareness of biobanks, evaluation of biobanks' social benefits and harms, views on funding and regulation, and willingness to contribute a DNA sample. We anticipate a positive relationship with scientific literacy, Republicanism, and self-interest, and a negative relationship with being African American. Some, but not all, of these hypotheses are borne out. Blacks (and sometimes Latinos) resist forensic biobanks more than whites, although majorities of all groups endorse them. Those with more genetics knowledge are more supportive of this new technology. Republicans present a mixed picture: they trust law enforcement officials in this arena and resist federal regulation -but they also oppose increased public funding. Finally, self-interest defined as susceptibility to crime has no discernible relationship to views on legal biobanks. our knowledge, no political scientist has published on the politics of forensic biobanks. 6 Addressing these issues, we find in this paper that, overall, Americans endorse forensic biobanks, support federal funding of them, and trust actors in the criminal justice system to use DNA information wisely. Within that finding, we hypothesize that African Americans (and perhaps Hispanics and Asian Americans trust and support biobanking less than Anglos, and Democrats less than or Republicans. We further hypothesize that people with high levels of scientific knowledge will trust and endorse this new technology more than those with little knowledge, as will those especially vulnerable to crime. If confirmed, these conclusions may suggest that increased public knowledge about biobanks (for example via their increased widespread use and resulting media coverage) could result in more public support over time.
Our evidence comes from two new surveys. The first is the 2011 Survey on Genomics
Knowledge, Attitudes, and Policy Views (GKAP), the largest and most comprehensive survey to date on public attitudes toward genomics-related issues. It includes approximately 4,200 U.S. adults, stratified by race and ethnicity, and was conducted online by Knowledge Networks. The survey asked thirteen questions about forensic biobanks, as well as others relevant to their study. We supplement GKAP with a new item on support for forensic biobanking in the 2010 General Social Survey (GSS), along with other relevant GSS questions.
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The paper proceeds as follows. We set the context through an overview of how DNA evidence is used in the criminal justice system. We then examine elite opinion on this issue, emphasizing the difficulty in categorizing public actors' views. Next, we develop our hypotheses and analyze the results of the GKAP and GSS surveys. Finally, we link the survey results back to the elite debates and 6 point to questions that this analysis raises for political science and democratic governance. We conclude by noting the implications of these trends and hypotheses for the future of governments' use of biobanks for law enforcement purposes.
The Use of DNA Databases for Law Enforcement Purposes
A DNA sample is collected from the crime scene (from blood, semen, hair, cigarette butts or other discarded cells) or from an individual (for example, through a cheek swab). The number of short tandem repeats (STRs) of the base pairs in a DNA sequence is identified for each of the two alleles (gene variants) at thirteen specified loci across the 22 non-sex linked chromosomes (the sample is also typed for sex). 8 For the national database, the FBI accepts only data generated by the polymerase chain reaction (PCR) technique, and only from accredited and inspected laboratories. At the national level, the samples are identified by number (as well as collecting agency and lab doing the analysis) and have no identifying information about the individual. substantially across states, as do the transparency and formality of these rules (Rothstein and Talbott 2006) .
Each state also maintains a Forensic Index, which holds samples from crime scenes with unknown contributors. Police seek matches for crime scene samples in their own local or state Offender Index, or in the FBI's NDIS, which enables searches outside the state or in cooperating countries, as well as searches for links to previously unconnected crimes. DNA profiles are kept confidential, and the states or other governments choose whether to follow up on information sent by the FBI.
The FBI can notify states of partial matches, or a state may follow up on partial matches within its own indices. 9 Several states (California, Oregon, Colorado, and Virginia) also permit intentional familial DNA searches --as was done in the apprehension of Lonnie Franklin Jr. --while Maryland and the District of Columbia prohibit them. As of November 2009, at least fifteen states permit analysts to tell law enforcement officials of partial matches, though in most cases the partial match must be discovered accidentally to be legally used to identify family members who might be of interest to the police. As that odd formulation suggests, partial, and especially familial, matching is the most substantively and politically contentious aspect of forensic biobanking.
Experts debate the accuracy of matches through DNA testing. Even exact matches are not foolproof: "all that can be said is that, so far as the test was able to determine, the two profiles were identical, but it is possible for more than one person to have the same profile across several loci. At any given locus, the percentage of people having DNA fragments of a given length, in terms of base pairs, is small but not zero" (Devlin 2006) . Probably a greater concern than false positives is the less rarefied issue of human error. The tests that did not reveal any DNA of the Duke University students accused of raping Crystal Mangum in the notorious 2006 lacrosse case did reveal DNA of the owner of 9 The FBI defines moderate stringency in a partial match between two samples as "a search that requires all alleles to match, but the target and candidate profiles can contain a different number of alleles." The FBI emphasizes, however, that a moderately stringent search between a crime scene sample and the offender index "should not be confused with attempting to search for similar but not matching profiles already stored within the National DNA database [i. 
Experts, Advocates, Politicians, and Cross-cutting Cleavages
Alliances around forensic databases are complex. Knowledgeable elites and advocacy groups sometimes line up unpredictably, so a public that knows little about this new and arcane arena does not hear a unified elite message (Zaller 1992) , or even a unified message from elites with characteristics that they trust [ (Berinsky 2007) ; (Abney and Hutcheson 1981) ; (Gay 2002) ; (Kuklinski and Hurley 1994) ].
For example, roughly two-fifths of the DNA samples in NDIS are from African Americans, and perhaps as much as one-fifth from Latinos. Many observers therefore challenge "Jim Crow's database"
10 Haskell v Harris, __F.3d__ (9 th Cir., 2012). The court did "emphasize that our decision deals solely with DNA extraction, processing, and analysis as it currently exists, and is enforced. We acknowledge that future developments in the law could alter the constitutionality of the DNA Act, as amended." (Levine et al. 2008 ); genetic surveillance, or "guilt by genetic association" [(Forensic News Blog 2010) . See also (Roberts 2011) ; (Ossario and Duster 2005) ; (Abu El-Haj 2007)]. 11 As the third epigraph suggests, in this view forensic biobanks are intrinsically discriminatory, will be used in a biased manner by police and courts, and will ensure that the American criminal justice system punishes nonwhites even more excessively than it does now. More amorphously but more dangerously, "I am worried that the widespread collection and social investment in such information will provide an irresistible temptation to treat it as if it does have such value. And the temptation will be to construct correlations along lines that have social resonance -which is to say, especially in the realm of criminal justice in the U.S. today, along racial lines" (Cole 2007 ): 62, emphasis in original).
Nevertheless, not only President Obama but also his African American Attorney General, Eric
Holder, endorses forensic biobanks. Holder required in 2010 that "the regular collection of DNA samples from federal arrestees and defendants must be a priority" (Holder 2010) . He asserted that "DNA evidence is one of the most powerful tools available to the criminal justice system, and these new steps will ensure the department can use DNA to the greatest extent possible to solve crimes and ensure the guilty are convicted. . . . [and] keep communities safe" (Markon 2010 The American public, in short, can find almost any position expressed by the kind of public actor to whom they might look for cues on political or policy issues. That need not imply, pace John
Zaller, that their responses to public opinion surveys are mostly random statements arising from conflicting considerations, although they may be. We can explore that question more fully with our survey data.
Hypotheses
We begin with the argument furthest removed from political controversy. An extensive research literature shows that knowledge of the nature of scientific inquiry and scientific facts is associated with enthusiasm for science and science funding [ (Shen 1975) ; (Bodmer 1985) ; (Miller 1987) ].
Operationalizations vary, but the norm for knowledge is roughly the sophistication needed to understand science articles in major newspapers (Miller 1998) . Surveys generally implement the concept of scientific literacy through questions about processes (e.g., the scientific method or probability theory) and specific areas of knowledge (e.g., definitions of DNA or a molecule).
In recent years, however, the claim that knowledge is associated with enthusiasm for science has been challenged. For one thing, the link itself is weak; despite minimal scientific literacy, "[f]or the last 15 years, approximately 70 percent of US adults have reported that they are very interested in new medical discoveries" and a plurality or majority of Americans consistently report enthusiasm about science and trust in scientists despite low levels of actual knowledge (Miller 2004) . 12 Scientific literacy is also poorly linked to direct measures of policy views, such as endorsement of government funding or other public support for research. Even more problematically, opinions on scientific issues vary in ways not captured by scientific literacy. One meta-analysis of two hundred articles found variance in attitudes toward scientific topics among people with similar levels of scientific literacy (Allum et al. 2008 )), while others even find a negative association between knowledge and support [(Evans and Durant (1995) .; see also (Brossard and Lewenstein 2009)] . The evidence on the scientific literacy model is thus mixed.
So there are plausible grounds for expecting a positive, negative, or null relationship between knowledge of genetics and support for forensic biobanks. As an entry point into the subject, we chose to frame this issue in the most straightforward and conceptually powerful way: An implication of H1 is that support for using legal biobanks will rise even higher, or become more solid, as the public becomes more aware of them through television shows, direct involvement with the criminal justice system, or media reports of their use.
The scientific literacy model is most persuasive in relatively noncontroversial arenas such as nanotechnology, astronomy, and genetic crop modification (which is contentious in Europe but not in the United States). As we have seen, however, American elites profoundly disagree over DNA biobanking, and it raises thorny issues of ethics and democratic governance. We therefore modify the naive scientific literacy theory by introducing a political hypothesis: If H2 is correct, support for forensic biobanks will divide further along partisan lines, albeit only within a context of strong overall public support and enthusiasm among politicians and public officials. The main visible effect of a confirmed H2 will therefore be the isolation of liberal Democrats.
Frequently in the United States, an issue with deep political and moral valences also has racial connotations -and so it is with forensic biobanks. In every year over the past several decades that the question has been asked on the GSS, African Americans have sought at least as much if not more protection from crime and a stronger criminal justice system than have whites; they are, after all, more likely to be victimized. But they also have much less trust in the police and the actual practices of the criminal justice system than whites do. In arithmetic terms, forensic biobanks are used more to convict than to exonerate, and black families are more subject to the consequences of familial searching than are white families (Greely et al. 2006) . 13 Furthermore, blacks have a much more complicated historical relationship with scientific endeavors than do whites, given, for example, the history of the Tuskegee syphilis experiment, the decades of using prisoners for medical research, and the perception that profits from the use of Henrietta Lacks' DNA were stolen from her family [ (Jones 1992) ; (Skloot 2010) ; (Washington 2006) .] Thus, again within the context of overall strong public support, we hypothesize: We turn now to testing these hypotheses.
Testing the Hypotheses through GKAP
The Survey on Genomics Knowledge, Attitudes, and Policy Views (GKAP) was taken online in May 2011 by 4,291 U.S. adults; 2,715 identified as Democrats, 1,364 as Republicans, and 158 as undecided or Independents. 14 The survey included 1143 non-Hispanic whites, and oversamples yielding 1,031
non-Hispanic African Americans, 337 non-Hispanic Asians, 636 non-Hispanic multiracials, 15 and 1,096 Hispanics. The latter could be interviewed in Spanish (n = 578) or English (n = 518). The sample also included 49 Hawaiian and Pacific Islanders. 16 GKAP required 15 to 20 minutes to complete. In addition to a range of topics related to genomics, it included standard demographic measures, religious affiliation and religiosity, and a battery of health-related questions. We have geocoded the data for state, county, and zipcode of residence; see Appendix Table A1 for more information on the variables used in this paper.
Appendix Table A2 lists the substantive items about forensic biobanks. It also includes the paragraph of explanation about the collection of genetic information for law enforcement purposes that was provided before the battery of relevant questions. (Respondents could return to that explanation at any time.)
One question is open-ended; after respondents reported their (un)willingness to donate a DNA sample to a forensic biobank, the next screen asked why and offered a space for comments. This query yielded responses from 80 percent of the respondents, almost evenly divided across the four 14 These figures include people "leaning" Democrat or Republican.
15 Defined as Non-Hispanics who identified with more than one racial group. 16 The survey also included 16 respondents who identified as Native American and Hispanic; we treat them as Hispanic. A respondent could identity as Hispanic or not, and many Hispanics did not answer the separate race question. We therefore divided the sample into the six mutually exclusive groups listed in the text. Unless otherwise noted, "white," "black," or "Asian" includes only non-Hispanics.
substantive response categories; we use a few for illustrative purposes here, and will analyze them more systematically in a later paper.
Methods: Top-line results reveal the initial contours of the survey responses, and provide the most important information from the vantage point of advocates, policy makers, and politicians. 17 We therefore begin each section with summary statistics. They cannot, however, help us understand why groups differ in their views; for that we turn to regression techniques. Since the outcome variables are substantively ordered (i.e., they increase monotonically in valance) and mutually exclusive, we employ an ordered logit specification.
H1 (Scientific Literacy) posited that scientific literacy is associated with support for biobanks.
In GKAP, we measure scientific literacy through items 2, 3, and 4 in Table A2 . Fully 70 percent of respondents knew that DNA can be found in (almost) every human cell; 7 percent gave the wrong answer and 23 percent did not know. Just over two-fifths knew that more than half of a white person's genes are identical to those of a black person; one-fifth incorrectly chose half or less than half, and almost two-fifths did not venture an answer. On the most difficult question, not quite one-fifth knew that more than half of a human's genes are identical to those of a mouse; over half did not know, and almost three in ten gave a wrong answer. For some analyses, we also use respondents' self-reported knowledge about criminal biobanks as an indicator of scientific literacy (see Table 1 ). In a separate analysis of the 2010 GSS, we use one knowledge item about the location of DNA in human cells; 82 percent chose the correct answer ("in every cell").
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H2 (Partisanship) posited that Republicans favor biobanks; to test it, we include in all regressions a seven-point scale of partisanship, ranging from "Strong Democrat" to "Strong Table 2 shows approval levels. Twice as many respondents endorse as oppose DNA collection from convicted criminals; Democrats are slightly less supportive but few in either party see forensic biobanks as socially harmful. All people of color are less supportive than whites; among African Americans, ambivalence is as strong as enthusiasm. The correlation between attention and approval is a relatively low .22. 6  36  55  3  Multiracials  3  32  62  3  Hispanics  11  34  50  5  See note to table 1 Providing one's own DNA to a forensic biobank is a tougher test of support. In 2004, only three percent were "absolutely" willing to provide their genetic information to police or the criminal justice system, compared with 42 percent willing to provide it to immediate family members (respondents were equally unwilling to give carte blanche to scientific researchers or any other actor).
Another third would provide genetic information to the police if their permission was asked; that proportion was higher for a family member or scientists but lower for pharmaceutical companies, insurance companies, and employers (Henneman, Timmermans and Van der Wal 2004) . Three years later, only a third would "trust the police to keep your profile information private" (Human Genetics Commission 2008).
As Table 3 shows, GKAP respondents are rather less enthusiastic about their own participation than about that of people convicted of crimes. The correlation between the two items is .28, and the correlation between awareness and willingness to contribute is slightly lower, at .22. Partisanship is not associated with willingness to participate. Blacks again stand out for their relative hostility, although half blacks say that they would or might contribute. Hispanics are as willing to participate as whites, despite their lower levels of awareness and approval. I think that everyone should have a sample of their DNA on file. In fact, I think that it should be taken as soon as you are born. If a child is abducted, and found many years later, it would make it easier to absolutly be sure that this was the right one. If everyones DNA was on file, it would be easier to identify remains of an individual, if some tragedy struck. There are many reasons, besides just identifying a criminal, that having everyones DNA on file would be beneficial.
But as table 3 shows, about two fifths demurred or refused. A middle-aged weakly Democratic black man who answered all three knowledge questions correctly explained why: "If it could be used to exhonerate, it could be used to convict. This is a dangerous precedence and guilt or innocence should be decided on the preponderance of the evidence, not DNA alone---I'm afraid law enforcement would take the easy way out and look for those already convicted as opposed to conducting a proper investigation." Some Hispanics gave essentially the same reason: "Me preocuparia la seguridad de mi privacidad y de proveer una muestra con fines criminales sin tener yo ningun crimen al cual tenga que responder!" -as did some whites: "To many corrupt people in the justice system. If they have samples, they can easily set an innocent person up for a crime they didn't commit. I don't trust the judicial 19 Mid-adult white Hispanic man, with no religion and correct answers on two of the three DNA knowledge items. Translation: "Because if someone lives their life without harming anyone, then the test doesn't matter, and the guilty man with fingerprints or blood has no escape." system. Better to have the guilty walk than an innocent framed." 20 Promoting scientific progress versus not trusting officials in the criminal justice system: that appears to be the tension underlying many Americans' willingness or lack thereof to participate in a technology that they strongly endorse for those convicted of a serious crime.
Regression Results: Table 4 that men approve less and are less willing to contribute than women can be interpreted as a self-interest argument, but the connection is loose.
Other results are intriguing. Southerners are more aware, supportive, and participatory than others.
Age and income are statistically but not substantively significant. The less one attends religious services, the less one is aware, supportive, or participatory; relatedly, secular respondents are also less aware. Education has no impact once questions about genetics knowledge are included. In short, the pattern so far is that knowledgeable, religious, southern white men are favorable toward forensic biobanks, while their opposites are not. .7 All models include fixed effects for race, with non-Hispanic whites comprising the baseline group. Standard errors are reported in parentheses. * significant at the 5% level.
We now shift the focus to policy views. Since use of DNA for law enforcement depends on government funding and regulation, the next set of analyses explores public opinion on these issues (see questions 6 and 7 in Table A2 ). Table 5 provides summary statistics. The results show very strong overall support for both increased funding and regulation; the correlation between the two policy items is a high .58. Unlike many political elites, on this issue Americans see no trade-off between government support and control; they are keen to use this technology while remaining wary of it getting out of control.
Republicans are slightly less eager than Democrats to use public funds and are slightly less supportive of regulation. That pattern may reflect conservatives' general hostility to "big government" overcoming support for law and order. Republicans' responses suggest the flavor of those reactions: "makes no sense unless your suspected of something. big brother trying to control to much when they caant even pay their bills" -a mid-adult white Baptist who answered two of the knowledge questions correctly; "The system has been proven to be a fraud. Israeli scientists have shown they can make up DNA evidence" -a mid-adult Hispanic non-Christian who answered all three knowledge items correctly; "God giving right to refuze any invasion of my personal privacy" -mid-adult Hispanic with no religion and one correct answer to the knowledge question.
Asians and Hispanics support increased funding slightly more than do blacks and whites, while blacks and Hispanics support increased regulation slightly more than the other groups. Within a context of strong support for both policies, in short, blacks lean toward more control and fewer resources, Hispanics want both, and whites are relatively less enthusiastic about both. No support for H4, Self-interest. Neither crime rates, household size, nor metropolitan residence have any relationship to policy views. Men want less funding and less regulation than women, which again suggests a self-interest explanation. But other differences could explain the effect of gender (e.g. women's ethic of care for victims), so we do not (yet) claim support for H4.
As with table 4, the analysis of policy views reveals other intriguing results. Age remains statistically but not substantively important; income and education play little role. People with easy internet access endorse government involvement, while noncitizens oppose regulation (perhaps due to states' policy of collecting DNA samples from immigrants subject to deportation). The nonreligious, and those who attend religious services infrequently or never, oppose funding and regulation, which accords with their lack of awareness and disapproval. The role of religion in views of forensic biobanks warrants closer investigation.
The final GKAP analysis in this paper 21 explores respondents' trust in public officials in this arena (see questions 11 and 12 in Table A2 ). Table 7 provides initial summary statistics. The results
show that Americans have strong though not overwhelming trust in both police officers and judges and juries in this arena; the correlation between the two trust items is a high .72. That result accords sensibly with respondents' support for more public funding, though it can be interpreted as contradicting their equally strong support for more regulation.
More Republicans than Democrats express strong confidence in police officers, but beyond that, partisan differences are minimal. Although a majority of African Americans trust both sets of actors, they are clearly the most mistrustful of police (we write this during the week of increasing protest over the failure to arrest the killer of Trayvon Martin) and of judges and juries; that is the first clear signal that forensic biobanks could prove to be politically volatile. As so often in public opinion surveys, Latinos fall between blacks and whites on these questions. Note, finally, that this is the first set of items on which multiracials resemble people of color more than whites. 6  12  48  32  2  Blacks  1  22  46  18  3  Asians  4  17  47  31  1  Multiracials  6  19  48  24  3  Hispanics  7  17  46  27  4  See note to Table 1   Table 8 shows the regression results. The results of this analysis mostly reinforce the patterns already shown. That is: H1, Scientific Literacy, again receives strong support. Respondents who correctly answered the two easier knowledge questions were much more likely to trust both sets of public officials, as were people who reported awareness of forensic biobanks. Trust and the most difficult knowledge question again showed no association, however, which strengthens the possibility of a U-shaped relationship between knowledge and support. Perhaps those who know the most about genetics also know enough to lack confidence in people working with forensic biobanks. H2, Partisanship, receives weak support. Even with an array of controls, Republicans trust the police in this arena more than do Democrats; there is no difference, however, in trust for judges and juries. That may reflect Democrats' greater confidence in judicial than street-level authority, or Democrats may have focused especially on juries and have more confidence in fellow citizens. H3, Black Racial Protectiveness, is strongly supported. With controls, blacks are even more likely than they appeared in the descriptive statistics to mistrust police officers as well as judges and juries. Unlike in some of the earlier analyses, Latinos do not differ from whites. H4, Self-interest, receives no support with regard to crime rates or household size. There is a suggestion of support in the fact that respondents living in metropolitan areas and women trust both sets of public officials more than do rural residents or men, respectively -but these are indirect measures of self-interest with regard to crime.
Consideration of the other variables yields similar patterns to those found earlier. Once again, age is statistically significant but substantively trivial (that is the result in 14 out of 14 regression analyses).
Income and education remain surprisingly unimportant. Unlike in the previous analyses, living in the South is not associated with trust. But similar to the previous analyses, low religious attendance or secularism is related to lack of confidence in both sets of public officials. GKAP, then, shows both clear results and persistent puzzles. The old literature on scientific literacy is confirmed, with the intriguing possible exception of skepticism among those with unusual knowledge about genetics. Republicans favor forensic biobanking more than Democrats, but not public funding for its development. Although a majority of blacks endorse the various aspects of forensic biobanking, in relative terms that group is the most apprehensive or hostile. Latinos swing between whites' and blacks' views; other racial or ethnic groups show no distinct profile. Variables that we have not yet fully considered -especially gender, residence in the south, and religion or religiosity -call for further investigation. Finally, our measures of self-interest have no impact, whether because the measures are too crude or because, as in other policy domains, self-interest is surprisingly unimportant except in particular circumstances [(Kinder and Kieweit 1981) ; (Kinder 1998) ; (Moe 2001) ]. We turn one more time to that question for the final empirical analysis.
Testing the Hypotheses through GSS
The 2010 GSS has one item on forensic biobanking: "Please indicate how much you favor or oppose However, it offers a wealth of possible independent variables, including two that tap into subjective attitudes about crime and fear of crime: "Is there any area right around here -that is, within a milewhere you would be afraid to walk alone at night?" and "Do you happen to have in your home (or garage) any guns or revolvers?" We use these items to further test H4, Self-interest. Table 9 offers summary statistics of responses to the forensic biobanking question (descriptive statistics for fear of crime and gun ownership are in Table A3 ): The most noteworthy finding is that the results in table 9 resemble those in GKAP's broad approval item (table 2) . That is reassuring since the two surveys used different questions and response categories, different sampling procedures, and different survey modes; the substantive context in which this question appeared also varied greatly across the two surveys. Nevertheless, only 5 percent of GSS respondents oppose using genetic information in the legal arena, comparable to the 6 percent of GKAP respondents for whom forensic biobanks would do more harm than good. Almost seven-tenths of GSS respondents strongly favor this technology, compared with three-fifths of GKAP respondents who see more good than harm in forensic biobanks. It is hard to determine if "somewhat favor" + "neither" is similar to "equal amounts of harm and good," but if both sets of answers are thought of as the middle of a continuum, they too are similar.
We see no partisan differences in the GSS item (there were small ones in GKAP). Blacks and Latinos are slightly less favorable than whites in the GSS; group differences were stronger in GKAP but in the same direction. Overall, the descriptive statistics for the GSS and GKAP surveys concur.
Regression Methods: We use the same methodology as before. Note, however, that the useable GSS sample is small (N= 341) due to the GSS's complex (a.k.a. byzantine) sampling procedure for each relevant variable. To the degree possible, we replicated the GKAP analyses, using variables that are close proxies of the GKAP variables. Table 10 presents the regression results. Model A excludes both fear of walking alone at night and gun ownership; model B includes fear; and model C includes both variables. Since one can own a gun for hunting rather than for criminal deterrence, we thought it important to examine fear of crime separately. 
Results:

Conclusion
More research is needed. It always is, of course, but perhaps especially in this arena where, to our knowledge, we are the first political scientists to venture. We see several pathways to further investigation.
First, each hypothesis warrants more testing. We can use the three additional knowledge questions in the GSS, for more examination of H1, Scientific Literacy. In particular, we will explore the hint in GKAP that the small minority of highly knowledgeable respondents are more skeptical of forensic biobanks than are fairly knowledgeable respondents -as the scholarly discourse on the subject would suggest. For H2, Partisanship, we will substitute liberal/conservative ideology for partisanship, and test various cut points of partisanship (e.g. dropping leaners, analyzing only those who voted in 2008, analyzing only strong partisans, and so on). GSS has a rich array of attitudinal and demographic variables that will enable more fine-grained explication of racial and ethnic differences in views of forensic genomics; examples include incorporating questions about in trust in science, views of the criminal justice system, and concern about victimization or excessive police activity. We are reasonably confident that even with further analysis, we will find both that a majority of blacks endorse forensic biobanks and that as a group, blacks are also more concerned about them than are other Americans. Hispanics, in contrast, present a mixed profile that we do not yet clearly understand.
Finally, we plan to link the geocoded data in GKAP (and possibly in GSS) to other contextual variables in order to more fully test H4, Self-interest -although neither the results in this paper nor the scholarly literature give us much reason to expect different outcomes.
The GKAP survey enables us to develop these hypotheses in a different direction, since it includes many items on other aspects of genomic science. How do views about forensic biobanks relate, for example, to views about biobanking for medical and scientific research? How, if at all, are religious or moral convictions related to views on forensic biobanking? Do genetic determinists hold different attitudes and policy preferences from respondents who see more impact from environment or individual choices on people's behavior? What will the open-ended items reveal behind the bland front presented by survey responses? And so on.
Second, this research agenda will benefit from as well as contributing to the development of important strands of political science literature. Most generally, mixed messages from elites and the fact that this is a new policy arena allow us to examine the coherence or lack thereof of public opinion.
Scholarship on sociotropic attitudes prepares us for failure to confirm H4; if nonetheless we do find effects of self-interest, that will be an important modification. The complex (confused?) literature on scientific literacy will underpin the investigation of whether the very knowledgeable differ in important ways from the fairly knowledgeable; if confirmed, that finding will contribute to reducing the confusion. The media framing literature will be crucial in making sense of mixed responses to forensic biobanks; headlines such as "Texas Victims Hope for Justice amid Rape Kit Backlog" and "More DNA Samples? Bill Goes Too Far," 23 to pick two almost at random, suggest a huge role for framing in this new and complicated policy arena. The extensive literature on African Americans' involvement with the criminal justice system, both through disproportionate arrest and conviction and disproportionate victimization, provides context for explicating blacks' majority support for and relative skepticism about forensic biobanks. The fact that the parallel literature on Hispanics' involvement with the criminal justice system is thinner, and that on Asian Americans is virtually nonexistent, indicates the value of also focusing on those groups in this research.
Forensic biobanks offer a particularly interesting arena for studying partisan polarization. Another question for democratic governance: as exonerations increase, should they be understood as an essential small scale corrective in a criminal justice system that inevitably has flaws but is basically just --or do they force the question of whether courts systematically malfunction?
Finally, who are the appropriate decision-makers on this issue --citizens with little education in the science behind biobanking, no experience of it, and arguably shallow or incoherent views, or elite experts? The statement from one respondent, "Get your swabs out of my face" is the tip of a very large iceberg. A great deal; Quite a lot; Some; Not very much: None 2.On another subject, based on what you know, would you say that DNA can be found in every cell in the human body or only in specific organs and cells in the human body In every cell in the human body; Only in specific organs and cells in the human body; Don't know enough to say 3.Based on what you know, would you say that more than half, about half, or less than half of a human being's genes are identical to those of a mouse?* More than half; About half; Less than half; Don't know enough to say 4.Based on what you know, would you say that more than half, about half, or less than half of a white person's genes are identical to those of a black person?* More than half; About half; Less than half; Don't know enough to say 5.How much, if anything, have you heard or read about the collection of DNA samples from people convicted of a serious crime for purposes of criminal investigations?** A lot; Some; A little; Nothing 6.Do you support or oppose government funding to enable more extensive use of DNA samples in the criminal justice system? Strongly/Somewhat support Somewhat/Strongly oppose 7.Do you support or oppose government regulation of the use of DNA samples in the criminal justice system? Strongly/Somewhat support Somewhat/Strongly oppose 8.Would you be willing or unwilling to contribute a DNA sample, for example by a swab from your mouth, for use in current or future investigations to determine a person's guilt or innocence of a particular crime?
Willing; Somewhat willing Somewhat unwilling; Unwilling 9.Why would/ wouldn't you be willing to?
Open-ended 10.On another subject, do you think that the use of DNA samples collected from people convicted of a serious crime for law enforcement is likely to do ... ?
More good than harm to society; Equal amounts of harm and good to society; More harm than good to society 11.How much, if at all, do you trust that police offers will act for the public good in overseeing the use of DNA samples collected from people convicted of a serious crime for law enforcement? A lot; Some; A little; Not at all 12.How much, if at all, do you trust that judges and juries will act for the public good in developing the use of DNA samples collected from people convicted of a serious crime for law enforcement? A lot; Some; A little; Not at all 13.Which major political party do you think will do more to support government funding for the use of DNA samples collected from people convicted of a serious crime for law enforcement?
Republican Party; Democratic Party; Both political parties; Neither political party 14.Which major political party do you think will do more to support government regulation of the use of DNA samples collected from people convicted of a serious crime for law enforcement? ** Question was preceded with: "The federal government and almost all states require collection of a DNA sample from all people convicted of a serious crime. The samples are stored and may be used in future cases to try to determine a person's guilt or innocence of a particular crime." The respondent could return to the screen with that information at any point. 
